Message

From: Hamilton, Scott [hamilton.scott@epa.gov]
Sent: 3/6/2017 9:22:19 PM

To: Compher, Michael [compher.michael@epa.gov]
Subject: RE: Agenda items for next weeks QA Call

I made some changes. Feel free to accept them or not. Just my $0.02.

I think our message is that we agree with the handbook and people shouldn’t invalidate based solely on QC check
results. And we will ensure that is happening.

Scott Hamilton

Air Monitoring and Analysis Section
Air and Radiation Division

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Phone: 312-353-4775

From: Compher, Michael

Sent: Monday, March 06, 2017 2:43 PM

To: Hamilton, Scott <hamilton.scott@epa.gov>
Subject: RE: Agenda items for next weeks QA Call

Scott — This is my proposed message to OAQPS. I'll attached the marked up draft with your and my revisions. Let me
know if this draft is okay.

Mike and Lew,

We have had several discussions en-this within R5 and look forward to the QA call willarticulate-our-Region'spesition on
Wednesday. We agree with the language in the QA Handbook. However, we want to emphasize 4t—rs—&arge4y—eens+sten-t
with-yeur-draft-but-more-heavilyrelies-an the “unless there are compelling reasons and justification for not doing so”
language inthe-handbook. We agree that there should be consistency in the reporting of data and QC checks (e.g.
invalid data from failed QC check should not have the QC check reported). See our suggested additional language to
your draft memo, attached. We want to dispel any notion that it is okay to invalidate data based on the results of a QC
check alone.

That being said, we are developing a strategy within R5 to ensure that data are not being invalidated solely because a QC
check failed. We want to be sure that monitoring organizations are conducting an investigation as to why (and when)
the fallure occurred and more importantly we want a more proactive approach in pIace for examining QC check results

y well: We want reporting
organlzatlons to (1) develop and |mplement action levels before reaching the point of exceeding 7% where-there-are
advance-signals-that thisis-approaching (2) investigate and document the causes and follow-up actions when +/- 7% is
reached, and (3) include applicable language in QAPPs. aboutcorrective actions,documentationand datareporting

rar fail ¢ 2 checkd ‘ iticalcriteria).

We are considering identifying a couple examples for each State where they retained the ozone data and the check
exceeding +/-7% andleft the check-and-associated, as well as a few examples of where they invalidated a-period-of
ambient ozone data and the QC check exceeded +/-7%. where-wethink there-wasprebablyafailled check that wasnot
4 A rd We want to have the States describe
their rationale and documentatlon for each example so we can assess their practice and determine if further assistance

is needed to help them implement a best practice. We-think-this-will provide-usthe bestassessmentofcurrentpractices
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Michael Compher

Chief, Air Monitoring and Analysis Section
Region 5 Air and Radiation Division

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Phone: 312-886-5745

From: Papp, Michael

Sent: Wednesday, March 01, 2017 11:33 AM

To: Ackerman, Laura <&ckerman.Laura@ena.gov>; Carlson, Albion <Carlzon. Albion®@epa.eov>; Hass, Andrew
<hgss.andrew@epa.gov>; Ross, Anthony <ross.anthonyi@ena.gov>; Teitz, Avraham <Teitz. Avraham@epa.gov>; Bedel,
Anthony <bedel anthonv@epa.gov>; Qazzaz, Bilal <gazzez bilal@epa, gov>; Brown, Ethan <Brown. Ethan@epa.szov>; Hall,
Chris <Hail.Christopherdepa.sov>; Compher, Michael <compher.michashiBena gov>; Coughlin, Justin
<goughlinjustinf@epa.gov>; France, Danny <France. Danny@epa.zov>; Davis, Michael <Davis. Michasl@spa.gov>;
Crumpler, Dennis <Crumpler. Dennis@lepa.gov>; Jager, Doug <lager.Dougiepa.gov>; Clover, Fletcher

<Clover Fletrher@epa . gov>; Gaige, Elizabeth <Gaize Elizabeth@epa.gov>; Garver, Daniel <Garver. Daniel@epa.gov>;
Noah, Greg <Mozh.Greg@®epa.gov>; YOSHIMURA, GWEN <Yoshimura Gwen@epa gov>; Harris, Keith
<Harris.Keith@epa.gov>; Hoyer, Marion <hgyer.mariondlepa.gov>; Jackson, Clarence <lachson. Clarence@ena. zov>;
Regehr, James <Regehr Jamesi@epa.gov>; Williams, Jennifer <wWilliams Jennifer@sepa.goyv>; Rickard, Joshua

<Bickard loshua@epa.gov>; Judge, Robert <ludges Roberti@ens.gov>; Allen, Kara <Allen. Karas@ispa,.gov>; Hence, Kia
<hence. kia@epa.poy>; Biland, Larry <Bilend. Larrv®ens. gov>; Grooms, Leland <Grooms. Leland@ena.gov>; Limaye, Vijay
<Limaye Viley@epa.gov>; Sena, Lorenzo <Senalorenzo@epa.gov>; Hyden, Loretta <Hyden. lorstia@eps.cov>;
Lehrman, Loretta <lehrman.loretta@epa.gov>; Shanis, Mark <Shanis. Markifepa gov>; Cuzzupe, Mary Jane

<Currupe Marvlane@epa.gov>; Plate, Mathew <Plate. Mathew @ena.zov>; McCarthy, Stephanie

<McCarthy. Stephanie@epa.zov>; McEvoy, Chad <micevoy.chadi@epa.gov>; Mebust, Anna <Msbust. Anna@epa.gov>;
Kurpius, Meredith <Kurpius Meredithi@epa. gov>; Davis, Michael <Davis. Michael@epa.goy>; Flagg, MichaelA

<Flagg MichaelA@epa.gov>; Crowe, Mike <Crowe Mike@epa. zov>; Miller, Michael <Biller. Michael@epa.gov>; Paguia,
Monica <paguia.monicai@epa.gov>; Mustafa, Mustafa <Mustala. Musiafa@epa.gov>; Parker, Cindy
<parker.cindy@epagov>; Kahn, Peter R. <kahn.peter@epa.sov>; Ramkissoon, Reshma
<Ramkissoon.Beshma@epa.gov>; CHANG, RANDALL <Chang. Randall@epa.gov>; Regehr, James

<fegehr. lames@ens.gov>; Guillot, Richard <Guillot Richard @ epa.gov>; Payton, Richard <Povion. Richard@epa.zov>;
Coats, Robert <Cgats. Robert@epa.gov>; Sakamoto, Roseanne <Sakamoto. Roseanne @epa.gov>; Brown, Ryan
<Prown Byan@spa.zov>; Waterson, Sara <Waterson, Saraf@sna.zov>; Hamilton, Scott <hamilton. scoli@ena.gov>; Ricks,
Solomon <gicks. Solomon@ena.gov>; Taylor, Catherine <tavigr.catherine@epa.gov>; Bui, Thien <Bul. Thien@eps.gov>;
Thompson, Alysha <Thompson.Ahysha@epa.gov>; Curran, Trisha <Curran Trisha@@epa.gov>; Tufts, Jenia
<Tufts.fenia@epa.gov>; Vallano, Dena <Vallano. Denai@epa.gov>; Verhalen, Frances <vsrhalen.frances@enagov>;
Zachary, Adam <zachary.sdam@ens.gsov>

Subject: Agenda items for next weeks QA Call

Please provide me with agenda items for the next call.

One big item that will be discussed is the issue brought up on the last Regional Office Call about the OIG alert and what
to do about monitoring organizations not meeting the 1-point QC checks. After the Regional call, OAQPS and Region 4
met to discuss the South Carolina data and our suggestion was that R4 request SC invalidation of any data not meeting
the 1-point QC acceptance criteria (7% precision and + 7% bias) as described in the SC QAPP.

In order for some level of consistency across the nation we drafted the attached memo. At present this is a draft but it
reflects OAQPS position on the acceptance criteria. Ben Wells has done some evaluations and is also attached.
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Also I'd like to discuss the June Meeting. Response n the dates are as follows. Based on this my suggestion in week of
June 26", | realize that with uncertainty in budgets and travel this may not come to fruition.

Regions Date
either
June 26
gither
lune 25
gither
either
gfther

either
June 19;
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Mike Papp

ERA

Office of Air Quality Planning and Standards
Ambient Alr Monitoring Group

Research Triangle Park, NC

919-541-2408
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